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Dear Sir: 

Applicant respectfully requests entry of the following Remarks with regard to the 
Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance. 



The Examiner's Statement of Reasons for Allowance recites: 



"Applicant's REMARKS submitted February 6, 2006 have been reviewed. 
Applicant's REMARKS provide a clear demarcation over the prior art. The prior 
art does not disclose, nor suggest, either alone or in combination, Applicant's 
features for a user to create an advertisement comprising displaying on a 
computer a plurality of advertising formats for selection by the user, processing 
the selection, displaying on a computer a template and a plurality of product 
references, automatically rearranging a selected product reference to a selected 
format to create a preview of a proposed advertisement and displaying the 
preview to the user, with the other recited claim features from claims 1, 9, 29, 31, 
32, and 35 and the dependent claims 2-8, 10-15, 30 and 33, 34, 36 and 37." 
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Applicant's Remarks in the Response filed February 6, 2006, did no more than highlight 
the differences between the claimed invention and the cited references. Although the Examiner's 
recognition of the clarity of Applicant's statements is appreciated, Applicant's statements in the 
Remarks filed February 6 th merely explained how the prior art was distinguishable from the 
claimed invention. Applicant respectfully submits that the wording of the claims alone 
distinguishes the prior art from Applicant's claimed invention. 

Also, the Examiner's statement does not track the wording of claim 1, and adds that the 
recited invention "with the other recited claim features from claims 1, 9, 29, 31, 32 and 35 and 
the dependent claims 2-8, 10-15, 30 and 33, 34, 36 and 37" is allowable. Applicant considers the 
Examiner's statement to mean that each independent claim is allowable over the prior art as well 
as the associated dependent claims. 



Customer No. 69911 

Novak Druce & Quigg LLP 
1000 West Tower 
1300 I Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 659-0100 (telephone) 
(202) 659-0105 (facsimile) 




Respectfully submitted, 
NOVAKJDRtfCE~& Ql 



Date: July 17, 2007 



2 



